Lo _DOCUMEST

- RESUME
« ¢
. BD 146 S84 ’ 4 - CS 003 81“
AUTHOR - Hopmann, Marita R.; Maratsos,\nlchael E.
TITLE® « A Developmental Study of Factivity and Negation in
. oaplex Syntax.
PUB_DATE ., 77)
*NOTE 32p.; Study prepared at the Unlverszty of Blnnesota'
T ’ Not available :in hard copy due tc magrginal leglbzllty
- of orzgznal document .
EDRS PRICE HE-$0. 83 Plus Postage. HC Not Available from EDRS.
DESCRIETORS *Child language, Early Childhocd Education; ‘*#Language
’ Develop:ent. *Language Research; *Linguistic
. . ‘ Coapetence; *Negative: Forns (Language) ; .Semantics;
e - Jsyntax .
‘IDENTIFLERS *Pactivity . >
. Doy

ABSTRACT -
v Tvwc groups of preschoolers and cne of young
grade-echoolers were tested for their comprehensicn of
presuppositions and negation in complex syntax. Fcur- types of

> sentences were' presented: affirpative and negative versions of
sentences with factive main predicates (vhich presuppose the truth of
the propoeztion of the complement clause) and with nonfactive main
predicates (which do not). Results indicated that compé&tence
dacreased into the early. school years: the oldest children showed a -
fair nactery of the syntax-semantzcc of the predicates tested...The .
younger children showved, errors of two different kindsy ‘described as
the overextended negatzon tendency and the overextended affirnatzoh
tendency. Both of these errors decreased ®arkedly in the oldest @‘ .
group. %The nonunltary nature o0f the acquired ccmpetency is diccussed.

. In partictular, it is pointed out that factivity is not a |
grammatically marked operation and, as such, it leads to what appe rs
ta be a gradual acquisition pattern; the test of factivity

_ comprehension employed denanded d competence teyond that of normal

‘use. (Author/AA) ) . . . &

»

¢

******t***************ttt*******i*************iit:****t******i*********
* Doecuments acquired by ERIC include smany infcrmal unpublished *

+ materials not available from other sources. ERIC makes every effort #

* to obtaim the best copy available. Nevertheless, items of marginal #*

" % reproducibility are often encountered and thisyaffiects the guality *
* of the microfiche and hardccpy ¢eproductlonc Eaﬁc makes available: -*

* via the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS). EDRS is not T
¥ responslble for the quality of the original docuaent. Reproductions *

*

*

* supplied by‘EDRS are the best that can be made from the original.
##############*#######*##t##t############t###tt##t#t##t##’###W########

- ’ L

T . c .\

|
l
‘ ’ \

!

"y




P

N .

.
- - Y
o w ) . : N . US DEPARTMENTOFHEALTH,
x { - : - : Coe EDUCATION & WELFARE
et . NATIONALINSTITUTE OF | \
' . ' N ' . A EOUCATION g
. “ ‘ 4 x - v N .
g ' * ( ‘ THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO-
s - A} -

; OUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM
» [ LY 23 . - THE PERSON OR ORGANI2ATION ORIGIN.
’ ’ , . .t ATING IT POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS
. . STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE-
SENTYOFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF

2 EOUCATION POSITION OR POLICY,

\ \

".iﬁ‘ Complex Syntax ' e,

e
L] .

. ‘i:i'arita-R. H ar‘m' ‘and Michael P., Maratsos ‘ -

o In;ti_tl.,! .of Child Development : "
. \ S . .
) . “~_Uni'vers Y of Minneso.t’a . ) . ‘

. e .

\ “PERMISSION *TO REPRODUCE THIS , -
. . MATERIAL IN MICROFICHE ONLY . > ’
. ‘ HAS BEEN GRANTED 8Y

.

- . Marita R. Hopmann . . '

_— <, . Michael P. Maratsos '

N \\
TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES - . t.
INFORMATION CENTER {ERIC) AND
USERS OF THE ERIC SYSKEM,’
=

N ’

: . : -

Cad

b . * <~ R 4 _ Vs
AN \ . » » \ "., w .\
. \\‘ , A4 X ( -
: . Running head: Development of Ractivity and Negatic:n ‘ . .
’3\ %, * . . \
% ) \‘\ N ' N . ‘ ‘
t- BTN N . .- T Lo
™ E‘;‘-:" L‘_'.’.‘.. ‘ . R . . . . / '
,o. ' ‘ l g s « *: ) '9\ / - ~
"‘Q \) ] . . ) . \ . o B . : .,
me e o
_ L = | |
» -




A

. R . : Q;
Y . , . 9
Deve lopmental Study of Factivity'ana Negaticn *
* a o
[ - o .
: : " in Complex Syntax . ' N b
. Recent innovations in linguistigs have led a.number of psycholinguists.

into exploring::ﬁew_area,.someqhere between syntax and semantics, as they

. ’ -

. ghave been traditionally defined. This new domain, the presuppositional s
. » i . % . hd
R L] / . - . P . - . N _
character of certain words and phrases, ‘nas been the focus-of a.number of Lt

2

experiﬁsnﬁal studies, usfng both ‘adult
N . . -

A

. . . .
(Harris, 1974a, 1974b; Offir,<1973) .:

\
I |

and children (Harris, 1975; Macnamara, \Baker & Olson, 1976) as participants.

As there is much debaté even withit

lfhﬁfistics as to a satisfactory : 5.
‘definition Of the term presupposition (Garner, 1971),'we,é;a11 present a '
. N > - - L ‘. ] %yﬁ"‘f

brief exposition®of this topic with an emphasis on those aspectsvpertiﬁeﬁfi/

13

tb our study with young children. ! . .o, o .
. o ' , . . : .
.« Ktparsky and Kiparsky (1971)-havq‘d15cussed'h6v a speaker's use of’ . -

. ﬂ.‘ ., @ ~ - A [
gertain pred¥cates, vhich they call factives, implies that he presupposes

N .

the truth of the proposition of the following complement: Le?xag‘igok at’
. oo o P -

¢ <
the following set of senténces. Ty ) . ¢

// n , . 4
1: “a) Susan knous that the teacher gats’horsemeat.

e [, . t

b) Susan believes that the teacher eats horsemeat. '

.

c) The épea&gr of -1a believes that the teacher eats horsemeat.

> ' N ”
In sentence la the superordinate predicate know is a factive which takes as

o ™

.

" its complement the clauSe that the teacher eats horsemeat. The meanipg of

ERIC
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- . ' * .
sentence la includes the information listed in IB and .lc, with lc repre-
. ’ LI} . '3
'Eentiﬁg the presupposed content. .
- , * /
A classic test for a predicate being of the factive type is that the

- »

proposition of the-complement sentence is. presupposed to be true whether
- M

»

or not, the factive predicate is~hegated.. Compare la with 2, its negated # o

version. . In both la and.2 . R T c-
- ‘ . . ~ T ) . L

2. / Susan aoesn't know that the teacher eats horsemeat. -, , )

Fa N ) ) ' « T - :

-~ I " ' » )
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.. ﬁ» ,p * '\i . '
' ) ) } / . a . 3 .
M ‘ . . * . . -T '\
£ c . . - ’ ..
‘ the speaker presupposes the truth of the-proposition that the teacher eats
r , e . .. ; | . . .
+ horsemeat’; wvhether Susan is acquainted with this information does not affect .
. - . H
- . " * . :
e L the presupposed truth of the proposition. \
. ) N - ) N \‘/, o
In contrast, the méaning of non-factive predicates .carries. ask‘sumptlon
of the truth of the prOposftién of the }complement.. The non-factive fredicdte
' : want, like the factive be happy, genotes a pd'éitive reaction towards scmething,
5 ~" . "
", but only to a possibility, not’ to * established fact. : This difference be-
- . .o ) 3 R
tween a factive predfcate, which presupgosés the truth of the proposition
- » . T " . 4
I3 / ) | . : 4 ’ X x‘ N !
of its complement sentence, and a non-—Factlve, vhich does not have this ¢
- . . ) ) . \I . . N ? - . ; , -
. presupposition, is shown in the following contrtstive sets: ! SR
* D PSS s ™ . .
- . [ ’
. A . ¢ . *
d .3. HMou-Factive . . .
—_— \ .
a) Harry vants everyone to like him. ) . '
) \ ‘. _ - - s ~ o,
o ) b) doesn't want ° . - L .,
N ' ) o, . . e, ’. , / ) .
4. ‘Factxve v ] . )
[ : ’ . 0 ‘. . ‘ - L ~ ‘
- .S 2 - *1, . 'r‘ . , . v
- a) Harzy is happy that evex:y ne, 111\?} him i .. ( o
Lad b) R ’ . isn . " happ\,/ hd ' . . .‘ . / ~!, ) -~
] , e e - SR :
¢ o V! . ’ . , Pt ' . . .
; Other oon-factives, such*#s be true and be possible, make assertions about
N " . : o s, -
the likelihood of the propesition of the ‘complerent sentence, There is often ,
. . . N " ot . . h
a clear chapge-of believed likelihood ‘under n sation for non-factives, as.
i . y . . . 3 / M M > .
- B N .2 . . ‘o 'y [N .
illustrated ‘in the sentdnce pairs din 5 and 6. |\ -~ ( ° ' e
N ] ] . ¢
‘ R \ oo
5. a) It's"true - that General Motors oyns Iceland. - , .
A4 - ’r * . ‘o, \ v M
M 'y - . .
» [ \ . . B PR ~
e b)) ot true L 4 )\ 'L U ‘ . ’ -2
% . . el -
6. a) It's possible that Marie is wearing & wig, .- ¢
‘.. ’:, . - /"‘ * .-' ; hl/' ) ‘ ‘. AN
b) * not possible . : . o O
.’ '.i —— L ) s . 5 . i
' : : N [T Lo '
Below are summarized some major characteristics of Factive and noni-fact;ve“ s e
_Z, ’ ) * i . ,'n“ o e ) RN
‘ predicates: N s . N
5, * il ‘. _ ' '\ . B i « 4
4 3 R \ °e . .-
. Yy ! . ’
5 ' 7. )
Zr i e ¥ . . vy 3 a,.:-f - . . . »
ki . : . R , te . ' N
’7, .: - ) . :. ‘ . . T V‘" - ..( > * L
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N ¢ Factives ) - o
T ' ‘ .
‘Complement sentence pf?- , ement s : .
| ‘ E N
: supposed to be true, . ‘ v supposed to be true. ¢ R
| . ’ . .
Truth Yalue of complement un- - Likelihood of complement often
. b - ;o :
changed\by negation of pred- - changed under negation,
) \ . ‘ . ) . $
> lcate. |
. The pﬁsper use of factive and non-factive predicates presen;; a -
' 4 +
. ) formidable cha@fenge to the language learning child. The child must g
\ .
] learn the central meanings of these predicates, a considerable task as most
“ : S .
ofthmnrefer to mental states. In other words, the referential meanings of
ot
* ”»e ‘,‘
predlcates like kncv and think could never be explaitned by concrete demon-
. , N \ . o ¢ N
stration or illus;xapion alone: The meaning of these predicates also .
. includes the presende or absence of the presupposed truth of the proposiQidn

- of the complqﬁent sentence. This in turn is accompanied'by a detgrminaEion
[
’ s

, of the effect of negzation of the predicate on théinterpretation of the
, J/ 3 P P

.- complement sentence. It is this problem of the differential consequences of .

D oo . "

negatmo the ‘predicate t et forms the focus of the present study ‘Weth,

-

) ¢ : ." N
3
an exception to fe dlscussed later (Harris, 1975), ‘our-knowledgg of the
‘Q M . . ¢ : . \ ¢ .
P ' . . ' ;
v interaction of the semantic§ of negation and'T?s effect on the interpretation . N
. L] . . y \ 2 5
A ‘of embedded complerent sentences is presently quite sparse. ° ’ nf .
* t . . .
' Operationally, our test was based on the fact that the classic test .. ’
7’
: for factive predicates is the unchanging truth value of the complement when
<" .° the predicate is nejated. Ue neaded, then, to present sentences with both’
. affirmative and flegative factive main predicates and sce whether the * .
- - -
&ldren responded differentially tb their complements. WQ anticipated oL 7
. e * - - l-
s T P
that many Preschooiera qould shou thxs inaccurate different1a1 reSponding, .
\
. a sign of lack of complete underst:ahdm'7 of factivity. To be SpeCiflC w : -
. / - . - - "
L3 . ¢
) ‘ expected that _many young children would inappropriately extend the scope of oo,
. - ) . 4 : ) E . '
L)' . + - Ny . - ) ) 5 [ . ' « . i
ERIC .. - - S ‘ A -

. . . A
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. . . . . 5°.
o \
. s . . - - .

M * 4 (] » » o ' . ° . A’ -
neration of a neLatlve factive scntence into the complement. - This in-
. h b

. “\ .

’

accuracy can be illustratedsby looking at_the negative factive-:sentence 2, -
. . . ~

SN AR . . .-
_Acaording-to our expectations, sentence 2 would be inappropriately inter-

"‘ Ml G

e . . ' .?:7 s " ) A
*~preted by some youn3 children as the paraphrase of sentence 7. 'This possible ’

erzor, the tendency to overextend the scope of negation in factive sentences..
. ‘ .

- .
. | ¢ . . » ' .
2, Susan’doesn't knou that the teacher eat$ horsémeat. . A . PR
. I . . ~ : , ) . ¢ K . |
7. Susan knows that' the teacheg doesn't ‘eat horsémeat. : |
“ - ’ - v AJ . : . ] - 'é
* - is represented below: ‘ ' . . |
A * . . |
- C
e Overex tended Negatlon Tendency - . . . L . |
Py ; A . . -
o Co -'A.negdted predicate'in'the superordinafe clause‘%f a complex ° ; -
\ « . —————— - ) ) |
S 4 . . R ) . . N
. ¢ _ sentence negates the proposition in thd sGbordinate clause, - - yoos -
v . s * . .‘ I : |
Taking the 6ase‘§f pbn-factive bredicates it nhs necessary to deter- ,
- - 1Y . . . roe ‘.
° nlne ‘vthether chxldxen could 1nterpret a predicate negatlon\as hav1n$ any > p
- ’, 4 . . £ ‘
v\ efrect on the 1ntern;etat10n of the complenent sentence, as in pairs like )

. .
. * -

5 and 61 In other'wordg, ve needed to know that a correct 1nterpn‘tat10n

‘e

. [ ’ » N .
. . . A - .
- of negativ factive sentences was, dot’ mereLy ‘the consequence-of a general
.~ o 'V - . .. P B} - . >
\ ’ N ! L, o e v T .
. lack of understapding of negation in complex syntax. As there isery
.e * ~°little reported research or this topic, tpe understanding of negation dn p ' ¢
_ t : ) - * ) . ) ., ) »
v cbmplex Syntax, ire took the necessity to establish a comparison set as the™ % .

. . . N
S ° .. y .

., opportunity to,pursu¢ this other topic also. The possible error 6f
L 4

P M ] . v . o k2 ’
g - . * . - Yo,
4§gi1ing to distinguish between the meaninss of S5a vs. 5b and Ga vs. Gb <. C e
. R 7 P ’ . 3
S ' . -‘!. ;o AR L . ;~
R . i represetnéd belov! . . , . . .. S N, 2
~ . » . . - . ’ . ) . .
. Overextended Affirmatiog Tendency . . e |
M » o N . e [ 4 . ' . . 'Y
s - . - . “ , ) . " .
. chs e A negated pkg@}cate.in the sugerordiﬁate clause of - > ’
N ., P!
; " o L R . . .
, . @ complex sentence has no effect on the interpretation *
R - . B v N ) LN -
‘o, " of tﬂé proposition in“the subprdigate clause. ’ A . .
14 ‘_'. - . . 7 (14 * .
' %~ ,s b
LT Flnallf, we were 1ntk ested in vhether the development of the under- . =
. . ~ i e
‘ . . . . 7 ) . -
| © " standiag of fagtivity proceeded more quiquy in some predlcates than others.
| o % . . —_— o N R s -
‘ g ‘ ’ LI ! . .
x . ko L4 o .
‘t \)4 ) ‘ -t ~ “ ) ’ -.. o>| . ,. ! ) ) '
ERIC . .~ "~ - SN g :
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s . ’ ' . : . ¢ .
- €ogsider the predicates know and be happy, illustrated in 8 and ©. Doth
.‘ ‘s " S ) ! v , :
knomﬁbnd@be happy are factiyes: the speakers presuppose in both sentences

. o 8. John knovs-that Marjon is eating the puddiag. - - . -
. . SN ;‘;. R ' B - . ‘
) o3 ?. Jopn 1is hagEZ.théﬁ Harion iE‘Zatiné the puddlng. . & <o

’ that ilafion is eating the ‘pudding. But know is a 51aner factive, and lto
\ v & * N ,l - .
<

. - 1o

neaning is éoﬁfained:in that 05 be hapgk, Know gefers Eo a 81mp1e.state of
. . .
At avvareness of a mruth be haggz refers to both an awareness of a truth and

’

also a pOSlthe emotloqal reaction to 1t G1ven that middle- class ch11dren

. \

.have some,notlon of the uses of.know and be happy by the ages of three.and

v T oa half (Borke, 15715 Brown, 1573; Limber, L973), we still might expect-
S ’ that the knowledhe of Lnoy as a Factive pred te would- precede knovledze -
14
/" of be happy as a ractlve bredlcate .

-
+ N -
’ . . & -

Sln*larly, there are*intereotlnh ‘differgnces anonv non-factive,

0 . . -

. predioates: iThen some non-factive'predicates.are negated, like noF be

- poégihle'and not be true, ehey-require a negated interpretation‘of?ﬁha% i
, . = - 5 ' : P

l ' conmlemszf‘sentence; otherﬁgsghted non-factives, like not think anq not

a.;” \\ 'béngf do nQt-strictly re;tire this negated interpretaiion. This will be

. . \: discussed more fully in a later‘sectlon. 'In conelusion, anther?aSpeet of

YN e ’ .

o . o‘\ the study was thke inclusioﬁ af : variety of factive EPd non:facbive pred-

\ \1cates as naterial for- 1nvéot1"étion. . -

~ . -

' s p . * Imthod . DI

« > ————— [ +
L. - .

voon Subjects B . : . . .
e . . ; . — N ;

The part1c1panxs vere 60 children, divided into three aie rrroup.a of .
] - 10 boys and 10 "1r1 eacﬁe Group I (3- 6 through 4—3, rean agp -2, . .

' - Group II¢(4- thr0u~h 5- 5 mean age —oS 0) and Group III (6-9 throunh 7-11, .

o et

. ) .
Y mean age = 7-1). Children'in Groups' I and II attendqg a Mihneapqlle nur-" (/
¢ R - . — A . . . <

sery schball ;hd cﬁildren in Group III wvere enrolled. in Saturday merning = . -

- - . ~
v -

. . art classes at the’ Univers ity of Iﬁvnesota. All -of tﬁe children were’ of

3
.

.
. J
A 7 . . Lo
. - S - . - . o
' - '
* . - . - - h . -

i e

.;?,f,
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" children believed that the proposition of the complement sentence helds.
v - ‘I.' Al * ' ¢ .
true under various cynditions 6f affirmation and negatién'og factive and

.non-factive predicates.

* . -
¢

| S— ~ 4 il
' - ~ , Y. ‘ \ la '
. s - - 7
v A 3 [
. @ - ¢ ) » . / .
f . B A s - . S
mi®d]& to upper-middle class backgrounds. N ) : “
. . Y . . . ., .. ' » Lo - .
Materials. ~:‘_, ) S N . ’ .
. *7 7 ~The basic methodological .problgm was to discover whether .or< not the .

Our interest wat in making the#task requirements-

as tranSpafent as possible, eben to small chilqyen,’while at the same time *° —
nequiring a reSp;;SQ which related directly to the,séecifie eentent of each _‘ .
. 4 R ° ° s
se&tence. In this was ue hoped to minimiZe the two ﬁrdbleme of an overly )
eonfusing situation, dn Sbe one han?, and respone sets, on tﬁe other hand. :
The sentence frames cepsisted oé fou; types? .
‘ Affirmétf;e Factive - that : Agent'- Comﬁ}emené Activity ,' l‘} N .
. , B . . , < L .
- o

Negative Factive - that‘ Agent - Complement Activity
) .

y . O
Affirmative Non-Factive - that - Agent - Complement Activity .

. , .
Neoative Non-FaétiveJr that - Agent'- Complement Activity.

-

i

~ a . L3
The chllo was forced to make a. choice between two possible agents for an® L
- . [ .
actxvaty described by the complenentu. one,of the anents was explxcxtly K
O, >, Y.
t l ) ‘ e . ,

mentloned in the comﬁlemenr, the other not Toke o ple, the chlkiwpuld have

_/

‘ - . / . “e
- .
.

' s

5 . \
in front of him or her a+tfish, a bunny,’and a tree and hear septence 10, X“

"

It isn' t surprlsxn" that.the f1qﬁ~pushes the tree.
" i . .

a

10.

.Since be surprising is a factlve,'}?s Qggatlon does not affec the truth

of the complement that the fxsh pushes the tfee and so the fish should be
\

For the non-factive be true,

chosen. a negatxon should dxctate choxce -of

-~
-

Sentence 11 implies that (the unmehtioned ageqt,

. . #
¥ P

- Phe egweptioﬁed é%ent. .
11. It isn't true that the fish pushes the tree.” -

'wé;e'bunny,'must ﬁpsh the tree, given the forced.choice nature of the- task.

v -

Py A
ot

In order to d@%ermine whether the child was able to,choost an agent

e . a
4, . . .
. .
. .

by negative inf

e
o

ence in the manner requt{ed, and also to acquaigt-the ~

r %
i \

! . ‘. - } “ . L‘
. ‘e . * ‘,‘-
A g -
- RS - - N %y
.. J !
" 0 . ~ . . — ”
- 7 e . i T\ ' ‘ 0 R
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i . cht1ld with the experlme tal taskﬂ each partldipant was first presented

&
two sim le affirmatlve et} ences and four’ sim le ne Etive sentences with ‘.
np P 34

‘ the same forced-choice—1£~agent context. Examples.incyuded sentences - . ‘
4 . . e e . »
. N . . . N
4 12 and 13.+ There were alBo~two sentences which did not conform to the ‘
— - \\

. . 3

oo 12, The girl- dryveg in bhe car, (with-a boy snd girl present). . . .

- . \
’ .. 13. The bunny doesn t eaﬁ the dinner (vith a fish and bunny present).
forcedochorce-of4égent design, as 111ustrated in sentence 14. .These were
Py .
- 14y Either the bgyrrldes down the hill or the girl rides down the v

-

. A
. . hill (with.a-bby and girl present) " . ) . e .
3 ‘ -~
.\l N
presented.as a reminder that sometimés one cannot accurately identlfy a

' - ‘~" . .. L.

Single.agent who performé an activityf : £
- I ‘,‘ o ~ . \ * ’ N

R : 'The'experimental sentencés consisted of 40§§entences in,blocks'of 20

s . |
e factives ang, ‘.‘20 Jon-factives. Ihthln each -block were 5 predicates, each
i

e LY A ‘

.
'

: N .
presented _ twice in the %affirmative apd twice in the-negative. The factive ot

- A B

PR predieates,were. l)now, be ‘;urprisi&g, be ha‘p'p‘be nice and be sad. The

"non—factiye préd;cates were thiolk, be ppssible, desire,-be true and want. . .

—_— N

-
~ .

. _.within each block affirmative and negative seatences alternated with one

. M 4 -
.

another. ‘There were 10 complement sené%nceé used with the predicates, - .

. randomly represented once each in the first set of 10-sentences within each . ° :
- ( . ) * XY *

. block and once each in the s econd set. HNo predicate was followed_by the same

d ‘s ‘. »

X

: complement® sentence. - . e -~ . . .

: . The complement'sentenjes consisted of an enimafe.agent and dn easily

Ve
. M — )
» actedﬁ%ut action on another object, always in the present tense. For examples'

.o " sée sehtences'19athrough 22, The eyplic1t co@plement agefit choices were

fish/bunny for one block of sentences and boy/g1r1 for. the other. Half of | :

., 2

the chlldren had‘the fxsh an bunny for the Factive predicgtes, half had

’
. - vﬂ' . . »
. e
- s .

p them for the non:factives. "o : : ‘ st ) i :

. ( .
s v l . k S
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F ] \ . *
For some predicateg the impersonal subject it, as in it's nice, cannot
< . . -~ h— -

’ . .

be used. Fof these predicaﬁea,.the experimenter peld ,a Dumbo hand puppet,

< .

who was named as tne animate squect'bf the predicate, «gs in sentence 15,
. , . " ’ e * ’ < A

N

B . R \
15. Dumbo kpous that the girl rides down the hill. . .

] - . *
. . ’ b o

ﬁnother-ﬁeab&reaof the materials uas the use of ung:ammaticgl sentence

forms with two of the predidates, wantsand desire. These two predicates

do not generally take complements of the form that + 5, as in ‘sentence

® PRI

~
- [ '

16. Both predicates take infinitival complements instead, as ‘illustrated.: .

* ' - . - '

16. Dugbo wants that the bdy sits in thé chair. TNl

. B et = P P , . 8

4 .

. - ¢ )
in-sentence 17. Nevertheless, we wished to avoid any differences in response

+ 17. Dumbo wants the boy fo sit“n tfie chair.

. [/
that,mighf be caused by the\gffferent-complement forms.and so all predicates -

! L L -

“in the study vere folloved by complemgnts of the form that + S, inecluding

-
“ .

the predicates want and desire. - ) .

R v A

Procedure T % ;
frocecie . .o < .
Each child was tested individually by the same experimenter in a room
»

at her or his school. 'The'neceséary toys vere in front of, the ghild,.yho

e\ .

L ’ - . . - . .
was* seated vith the experimenter on the floor.  The child was presented
) L S , ] )

one of the sets. of. agent tbys and was told that one of .them was to do

. A

1‘; ] '. -
something, and the chrild would find out which one by listenjng carefully

.

X -

and repeating what‘ﬁhe expenimenﬁer said. The répetition assured that the '«
- . . L

. coL )
* ¥child actuaily prdhes§ed the negative particle in negative setntences.

pl [ . -«

The warm-up s$imple senpences (i.e., without complements, such as sentences
\ . N
. . \ . f S .

12'through 14 above) weré\presented in the manner indicated by 18:
= ’ ' A '
18., E: The girl dr J@s in the-car (with boy and girl preséﬁt).
'\ .
'S:-The girl drivesiin the car.
' \
3 . N

E: Who drives in the' dar? o

\
AY

L. y
S: The girl (correct ﬁgsponsq)hl.

-




-

-

,8irl dolls.

\ T - N - N * 10
. . ’

Wh*le thc expetln*entcr ‘ashéd the auesLlon

N

she "pointed to the boy and

A[tcr the child answeréd the' question, he or she was encouragc;d .

to perform the aﬂqpriate%activity‘for the complénlent sentence, if this had

ndt been done ‘spontaneously. |

~ ]

L .
«# After the warm-up sentences were presented,

L.

.

’

NN

the'child was. asked if she

X

or he had any‘q.uestioris.

The e: per1nenta1 Sentences\qere then presented -

" throush 22 below for the four

half of the children rece;vrn" the factive sentences first, and half receiving

the non-factives flrst. - The procedure for the experlmental sentences took

-

the Same fomat as that for thg@varm-up sentences, as illustrated in 192

-

c?ifferent‘types of sentences w}bh\the appro-

priate responses indicated “for the child.

rs

-

L \ . ~ = 2NN -
- 18, Factive Affirmative x - . <
. E: It's surprising that the bunny eats dinner™(vith bunny, and fish
. , bpresent).: - . - -
s 3 N ¢ . - B .
: 3 82 It's.surprising that the bunny eats dinner, -
R . . ‘
E: Who, eats dinner? : . ;
' S: The bunny’ (correct resPonse) : DN '
- 20, Factive Ueratlve . . o '
. ) L ' E: It isn't nice thnt the fish pushes the &ree (nithfbunr,[y and °
o \ * Fish pfesent). ) ? ’ n
- ' \_‘-——N"Aﬁl ’ -~ . - ¢ L]
‘ , S: It isn't .nice that the fish pushes the tree. .
. E: Who pushes the tree? ) . L q ’
.ox S: The fish (corredt response). . .
’ 21, llon-Factive Affirmative . -
' ) E: 1It's true that the boy sleeps in the bed (with boy. and~"1r1
’ ¢« 7 , present«) : N : - o .
é\v» ” FOE'S - . R . -
S: 1It! s true that the- boy sleeps in the bed. e N
. - L, . - . \ <
*+ E= Uho sleeos in. the bed" ~ f .%
T "s8: The bby (correct re ponse)’, ) T
. " 22, Non\E‘actlve Neaatlve - . . ' | s
- .
: ' E: It isn't pa i 9 i i
E P ssible that the girl bump% into t;h'e‘duck‘ {with bs’y
. and giyl present). . t . ..
S: It ienft possible that the girl bumps into the dick. y
Rz . E: UWho bumps™into the duck?. ) / E
. 1 , . S: The boy (correct respense), ® R . C -
ERIC SRR 11 ‘
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 One child refused to participate in the stud§ from the beginning.

-4

‘Six_more children were tested in'Group II than were needed in(ordeq,to . '
n / t .
permit eacl‘hild_ in the classroom to take part; their

-

. ; 4
. ’ - ! .

response Sheets
-

B N
4 - - B}

G . . ’ . . .
difficulty with the warngep sentenced’, and all children completed the entire
. s z .

~ < . ‘ ! - - s
. . LR - ) h
procedure il pne sitting. . ’ ’
- 4 . . -
S ‘Results S e . .
z « K N -
¢ A . . v - . . *
Scoring . : ' , N . R .
. . ) _ . , A N

- . . s -~ <

. ot Ve .
The critical r@p‘onse vas whether or not the child chose the mentioned

e

- rs »
complement azent gs the.actor of the complement activity-. e shall refer .
' to the choice of Lhe mentioned® complement actor as "affir;_.")ing. the compl¥hent,"
» » - , \'. ¢ . 'Y . .

-
.

and to the choick d# the unmentioned actor as denying the complement'in !
. a N v N . LY . -
- - . . e . . 2 1Y . '/
subsequent discussions. Although the response option °§ saying”that one .
[} ' . . ‘.

couldn't. tell who p'erﬁo,rmed the activity was presented in the wazm-up . )

N -
- .

sentences, only one child used'this regponse. THis chil¥'s responses were
excluded in the subsequent analyses as one of the six "excess paptlcipants.f'.
The infrequency of ‘the "can't tell” responge was not gurprising in 1izht sof
. . ) - -
- . . .

the encouragement the children received to piﬁ:k between the two dolls

- . N e . . AERY . 7 -
presented, - . C o : ' LA N S N ‘\
NS ) . ~ - . ’ b - . 3 .
General Aunalyses .. . % . .
: ~ S o ) . T
& ' As the éffect from,the different orders of presentation did not approach °,
. - o -~ T - .t ‘
signifdcance the tyo orders were combined in 411 anal*ses. Rather than an
-. . 4 4 . . ' 3\‘ B ~ _' . . o
analysis of the results in terms of simple accuracy, the unit of analysis '
. . . \ . - P | -

- .
i { ] v

was how often the childrem denied the complement in response tgjtbe_ differ-

. PR T

B . - . i v + . e - Y .
ent sefitence types. - In other words, scores presented in Table 1 represeént
o : _ LLL

. . . . . 5 et P

‘ . - - . N ? - . . .‘T'k.-.

.. - Insert Table 1'about here . I

Fl

-

w

s -

P e . @ .
R I - [

. the average mumber of, times the children said that the unmentioned agent

were random1§ chosen to be excluded from the a’n.alyses. No child had any .

- A -




v

performed the activity 'of ‘the complement sentence.

The, oeneral trend is clear. denying the complement becomess more common

with age group as a response to negative non-factlves' In the other three

sentence cate"orles, affirming the.complement becomek,mogg@fxequEntras{ﬂ,
). .

«’5&!.1«— Loe e

age increases. ' Jp partxcular, the dxfference between affirmative and” negative -

factive sentences has 1ar°ely vanlshed among the oldest chxldren Group\III.

Mbre Spec1f1c analyses subitantlate thése impressions.. Conslder the
predietion- of* an Overeqtended Negation Tendgncy, that younger children’
\/ A

‘would show some evidence of overextendlng the neﬁatfve 1nterpretat10n of

the ma1n predicate 1nto the complement of factlve sentences, thus denying the

N

[ ’!
% %

Y .
complerent of neﬁﬁtive“factives Such®4s sentence 20. 1In general the chil-

{ v

dren did deny the ceriplement more. often for negative faotives than for

° % ¢ .

affirmative factives (gﬂ1357)='24.41, 11<€.001). This tendency to treat
the complements of.neéatire-gnd affirmative factives differentially diminished

with age (_(2‘57)“ 5 00 *p <.Q3), andsy in Group III there is no difference

~y N

in the re°ponses “to the two different types of factlve sentences (_(19)<:

.
Y

1.0, p . ZD).. The Overextended Negatlon Tendency,.then, has found support

in -our, examlnatxon of. thd ractlve senténces and appears to be a develop-

- v [

mental phenomenon which diminishes in strength over the years of the
participants-in our study. '
. i . « o,

Similar analyses for the non-factive sentences show that the “children

-3

more_often denied the complements of negative than affirmative non-factives

- [~ «

':Q§(1157)? 95.55, p €.00%); the difference is statistically sighificant
. » . .. . .
'in Group I (_t_(19)=~3.8/9, p <€.001) and increases with®age group (_13‘_(2,57)=

.5.00, 3.< osy’ In terms of these data, then, ve find evidence of discrimm.

.

1nation betveen the aFflxnatlve and nezative non-factives even amon° the

o

$
. youngest age group uith the dlfrerentxatlon more pronounced among tHe older

A
grotps. This 1ends 1nterna1 support to the desi"n of the” study as it .~

(Y

-




.. demonstrated that denying regponSCﬂ appeared most frequently vhere Lhey

PR S S
-

[ Y ‘ B '

were'eppropriate. The Overe :tended Afflrmatiqn Tendency cannoﬂlxatested.

v oo f v x .

\

. * at this point uith these dita as the varlety of referential meanlhg wvithin
é . /

¢ v the non~factf@t predicates precludes eutabllohln” a baseline of accurate
¥ . . - e

K3

. regponoeh Rather, thlu tendenc} neecu te be ea: amineg vith reference to‘

>
yoo®

the reSponess of individual part1c1pantu.' Consequently, we t7ill nou turn to

-
-~ : . . |
- . . -

an examination of response patterns according to both individual partici- ’

- 2

. pants and aluo 1nd1v1dua7 ‘predicates .uitHin each 15ct1v1ty set. -
. . ' . R .
Re§ponse~Pattérns* T o N

¢ . * . .

" Individual Participants. A surpricing-finding, wvas that a large number
- -w\ . H !
of 'children, riostly youngzer ones, rarely or never denied the complegdnt. .
v o . N . . \ X N . ' ’ .

A child vas classified as an "overaffirmer™ if she Jr he failed to give as: .

" . '
« w te M t

. L ' . . .
many ‘as tihree complement denials in any one of the four sentence categories,
i A 3 . p < . '. . . u~‘
The resulting group of 17 children gave an average of 0.82 complement
T
‘ )

denials in response to all 40 sentences. HNine of the 20\Group I children

e
. .
« . ' &

.. . & .
", were overafiirmers, five in Group II, and three in Group III.

In this way we {ind support for tHe Overexfended Affirmation Tendency
‘ /s
- ( -
based ‘on an e: amlnatrpn of 1ndiv1dua1 partlcf?qgts reSpohoes. Overafr;rmers

-

7}
%nay have had a y teﬁhtic difficulty in linguistic competence. " But the

. o,

séigflculty 11kély stemmed at -least 1n part £rom a tavé;fpecific strateny,

i‘ B

%?peclally given that overafflrnatlon‘vau found even in a fev Group III’
i .

» ~

v dhlldren. Only the complemept sentence was questioned-and was to be acted
. ;; he ' -
o ¥ ’
* out and these subjects probably paid attention ‘only to the clause that
. . ~ : N

‘ deﬁcrlbed the releVant act1v1ty k'slmllar strategy of paying attention

6n1y toa laat-suborﬂinate clahse if it could Dbe independeptly analyzed has‘r

been;found by Ulnoton {lote 1) and Harris (1975) in other~jasks-1nvolvinn"

.

the comprehensxon of conple sentences. Since there 19some qhance.that

b
. v
- *

these subjects responses vere largely the result of only a i;rtial analysis

~

Q9 . ‘:‘ o - | ) ;]_4: . ‘ )
CERlCT e S

.. ’
Aruitoxt provided by Eic: .
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3

. . of the test sentences, their responses are not ihcluded in the analysis of - ®

\ "results for the trdividual predicates. - ’ :

' . - ' A 4

Factive Predicate Analyses. As described earlier, eath. participant

was presented 40 sentencec: . each of the five factive 4nd five non-factive
- 13 * .
— -predicates appea{:} in tvo affirmative sentences and two negative seuntences.

- “« -
-

- _ 1e will now examine differential responding within the factivity'predicaﬁes;

. v i

- ,

4 .
below we will discuss the non-factive predicates. .
’ | 2 s s . rendod @ T
We estaplished a criterion to indicdate when a child comprehended a

4 . L3 > . ¢ -

‘ - .
- -

factive predicate correctly: a child was qlassified as having attained vwr
= ve ) » ! ". ‘_ ) “ . ) ° * ‘ \ ‘-
cr!%egion only wvhed he or she save an affirmiﬁg;rESponse to all four exgﬁpleg
T T . - Vi d
R 4 . *
S ' 3 3 3 ¢ ..
of the particular factive -predicate (1.e:,"chéftwc nggatlve sentences and
' . N gio
¥

. - ‘\ . 4

. - the two affirmative sentences of each predicaz:): = . :

b ~ ’ ‘c. N ’ ’ w N A 4“' '; - X

? The resulting patterns 'of respouses are Jivem-in, Table 2 for each ’

- R '. r "
2 ’ — ' ' . LY N ’
. 7 Inser? Table 2 about, here ;
A . D : — \ .

factive prédicate vithin the three age groups. Of the 43 children who were

474 ’

not yverafgirmers, 11 did not pass the:criterion, for any of the predicates. . ~

am - ' - ,f' .
lineteen children, 12/fr0m Group III, passégﬁgﬁ%‘criterion for all

. - <
factive predicates. -The general tendéncy was fo the more emotional

* *

-

a

- neutral prédicates Sknou, be surprisins) to be edsier than the predicatygs
- i .

. *

. .
expressing an emotionally evaluative reaction (be sad, be nice, be happy)
. : : 5

In order to test more specifically vhether an emotionally evaluative

predicate yas more difficult than a more neutral predicate we contr;gted

know &ith‘be happy.. Doth of these predicates take an animate sdbject and

he - »

é;e‘meaning of the emotionally evaluative be happy includes the meanihg of -,
,‘ i . . ,. Al i ~ 1
the neutral know. Of the 24 children who passed criterion for one to four
.~ y X . .t oy

- "

of the five factives, 13 responded correctly to knou wvhile just three of -

. * these children responded correctly to be happy: no.child passed criterigﬁ

* LI

for be happy but not for know. - o T . . .

ERIC
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The children's problems with the emotionally Jvaluative, or affactive, .
» . M .

h .
predicatés were of -tvvo different but related kinds, First, ‘Len the pred-
. 4

<
’

icates be nice and be happy vere necated there waz/the tendency to deny. thqy,

truth ‘of the complement proposition. Uhen the children heafd sentenmces - . _ - .

-

such*'as, 23 their reaction may have been to attempﬁ to rectifly an unpleasant

. . . . ~ ’ r - .- . ) ) - (
. X -23. Dumbo”s not happy that the boy eats dinner. - ) .
M - A \*-A»Wn gt g cay ! » v 3 . "
e ¢ B i N . [RRTN Y S e
situation by denying the complement, that, 1u'~reu onding th t the airl eats - ¥
e wve s LS. o de AR A S N T Gomprteg r : < e T w wdnior
ﬂinner. Tollowlng from this pragmatic scheme, ome would ex ect the afflrma»
- ,j '. . -
tive versiohs of be sad to be denied. ths‘was %n fact, the §econd type,of ©7
. ’ - ) | i v
. * problem: .the lnrgegt nunter of’ deanying response9 oboerved Lor afflrw tive *

ﬁenfénces folloued the predicaté he sad. This r%presents

-

pragmatic type
; .

of error vhich cannot be~accounted for by either of our pT
3 Q

dicted tendencies -

— —— *
. of grarmmatidal misunderstanding. ! ’
: Non-Factlive  Predicate Analyses. Aside from the negative’non-factives RS
- Y . . L
. LY N . .

not be\yossibIe and ‘not be true and the affirmative be tru

, the non-factive

"a denying response.”
R . )
Their majorjuse-in, this investigation was to provide a contrastlve test .
. . N e - . '\"

s s . . § /, P
- to that of thd4 factives. As shHouwn grevxously, the negatlve non-factivés -

Iy

0y .
T -
. Eas a aroup recéived sxﬂnlrlcantly worq denylnﬂ response" than, their affirma-

'tive counterparts. The.responses ‘togthe non-factive sentences were f{urther
. v ‘ RS

A}
3 .-

investigated in tvo ways. Tirst, we shall present a vithin subject analysis :
= !

accdrding to each predicate and, secondly, an across-subject snalysxs of

1.
» 4

(~’ each predicate, separately for the affirmative and negative senaences.

»,\*'»",

First, then, ve deternlned for each ‘child .vhether more denial resp nses

1 - .
- .

were given for the affirmative or for the negative version of each pre%icate. :
. . - . i -

’

XN This was pessible gs'each child made two responses for the affirmative

- version of each-predicate and tfo for the nezative; tie cases wege exc¢luded.
==,

. - . i
~~ Table 3 presents the number of children, totaled over the three age ﬁrdups,

~

\)‘ . - ’ -16 ) " . . 3
ERIC- | . : _ . :
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N - ? - . ‘
vsignificant proportion of children gave moxe denial responses to the

3 - 1:6

=

who gave more denial responses to either the affirmative or negative -

-
-
- .

versions of a particular predicate. Thsffigures in Table 3 indicate that a

~ .
» -

.
“ .
N -

\ ) slnsért Table 3-aboqp here: L Co

¥ o Y, - « v

PRy P

<

. . \
for ‘each of the five non-,

I3

negative versions than the ‘affirmative versions
- e ks 5 s1heu b % a—dastil,

P i ¢ < * XS e AAS——

O

ERIC .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

“

’

”

faetive predicates‘(Biﬁo@ial Sign,.Test, p <.001l.for each of the five casds).’

he comparable Tfiguyes for the factjve predicates are included in
\ -t ~

e

for the purpese’.of contrast. Note that among the factive predicates'
- » N ) - .

- _ . “ . . .

ondy be happy. and be mice show a similar patkern of significantly more s

.
- - ? .

children giving more denial responses to, the negative than’ the affirmatfFe

versions. Qnly thre

of the 17 chil ren. giving more denials fo¥ ngt'be

- . ' N ]
happy and two of the 1 \children for not be nice were from the oldest
~ © . - > < !

. is seen as evidence_that this pragmatic response

- \

&

. \
children, €rQUp I11. Thi
pattern was primarily re§triqxed to the’two younger groups of children.

-—

. ero.

the percentages of denial respBshs for' each préd;cateiégr §q§ﬁ age group,™

- R

considering each of the‘Fvo responseg independently. ‘These are presedfed

. . - [ - -

"in Tdble & separdtely for the -affirfative and negative versions of each

¢

¥ )

. " Insert Table 4 aboud here

4 ¢ 2 = . N .
. . *

predicate. e can see tQat there is a steady p ongressiom from the youngest

. ‘ . .
group to the oldest among the affirmative version —'w%th each age group

- I 4

(13

. . § .
there is a decreasing tendency’ to deny the compleménts of each predivates —

. . o e v .

. TR
The. figures for the negative versions® cannot be suymmarized as succinctly.

. N .

A

Let us begin by outlining vhat we would anticipdte as responsés to the

- A - .
negative non-factive sentences' among adult speakers of English who were

-

‘given the two'reSponsé'bppions that. these children used. Tdé sentences

- -
-

4

- & s e ey — —_ —
. . RS

For ‘cur second analysis o \the qon-factlveupredlcqus we determined e -




S o "”%i R ] 3 -
: . 'Ll :
. ; 0 : . N .
I‘ * : * . . Rl . ) ;170 /{
: ) . Gt o
| ; Y e . - St s
with not be possible and not be true f7ﬁuire denial rgsponses. The .Qf,' R
. other three nenated,non~fact1ve preditateso not fhlnk not oesire, and hot :
« z 1 %
x4 f “ . " , <
-t want, do nOE requxre an affirming or/a denying»re;ponse, 1th0ugh cne could
) v/// tpect that a knowledneabte, agreeahle ﬁerson would give more den;dT“ oo
L responsés to the éﬁ ted version than to the affxrmatxve verg;on. In sum,
\’“ / . <re . R .
Wﬁ:«-w‘:ﬂ;ﬁn_ -

thounh Lt is 1m&W551ble to eotaﬂiloh absolute tar"et baselines;for denial

.
e, e emyee
- LN * <

responses among these three no ~fact1ves, ve anticipated that\knovledgeabie

o e - - . ~ . .,

Wﬁ.«h@mw oy, \I" = e % s
. ‘persons weuigysive ‘more-denia reSponses to these three negated non-factives
7 '~ > % 5

sions and féwer demial responseg than to ngt ~

. than to their'affirmatiVe v

.
\

poslxhle and ndt 'be,tru

.
sentences. ¢ - ) o
‘

. o " o, e
- fairly well. Spec1f1ca11y, in respondlno to, not be- true and not. be49p581b1e

< » —

i * these children denied tle complement an average of 917 of the tllgg or, ,
.l . née;ly always. But 'when they, heard the predicates think, want, and desire
e T, . A oot T T - -
M.-;« - = . 4 o * . '
N . negated, the average rate of complement denial was just 644,‘as is appro-
s 1 .« ~e . )
- priate. Thi's ‘difference in the responses to true pdssible vs. think- vant—
"i , » 3
' » 41
e desire negative sentencea is highly sfgnificant in Group III (e(16)= 3.65,
:; ['3 \ .
: p <.005). ol “- - el .
- ”, b ’ " N3

. LY
. ’”

- : A
The performance of the Group I children presenta an interesting tontrast

¢ with the oldest grqup. Identical to the Group III responses, the mean rate

of denial for not be true was very high, 91% of the time. However, Group I°
. . ' i a

children also nearly always denied the complement afteér not want. We

. . . t ' -

\., are left‘to,speculate that the complete symmetry.(symmetry here refers to

\ N

,?: ii ;ﬂ ‘;gqyobl gatory a;iflrminh response for the afFlrmatlve version and an obliga-
N %l ; mt8¥y dénying response fo;thelgfgagive version) of the predicate be true~
R4 facxlitated the younnest chxldrenﬁln understanding the necessity of ,denial
oo : rgSponges'when this predicate was negated. In this respect be.trueif:

contrasts witn-be possible which also.requires ‘a denial vhegn nebated,but

. . ~

BYA i Tex: provided by ERIC . “ .
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¥

™ does not require an affirming response wher in the :ffirmgtive%{and is thus

a semantically more complex predicate. ] v 4

1

But why did Fhe youngest children;use so many [denial responses_to not
, . —_—

. want sentences? e suspect thag’many younz children hear this negated
A ' K N .
predicate used as an absolute imperative; that is, sentences such as 24

24, I don't want you to eat that cookie,- - x
“ .

L4 4

25. Don't you eat that cookie.
A * ]
occur frequently in speech to young children with )fhe pragmatically ,accurate

R .

but grammatically igcomplete paraphrase of sentenge 25. Iﬁ is pessible Fhat
\ -
‘from nymerous euposures to the negated non-factiv _predicate not want

e , . , o ,
" in sentences such as 24 that young children first gnderstand’this negated -
> ] ’ R ’ , : .
predicate as reqtbiring a denlgI—reSponse of the domplement;“#n this way

not be true and not want are (inaccurately) understood as being similar to
R i . ; »

each other and different from the other non-factive predicates we used.

. S / R .
This difference in responses to true-want vs.thiﬁk-desireepossible ne#arlves

-
H

i t

i

is hishly signf;icant in Group I (1(10).= 3.86,&2 <.005%).

s

. How do the responaeo of the Group II children correspond to thosJ of "

the other children? The most noticeable %spect of Group II's responses tﬁ_
. . * I3 h

.

" the negated non-factives is that for four of the five predicates their rate

«

of deniale is lover than both the younger and the older chlldren. As with

the younger children in Group I, the chlldren in.Group II—gave_&;gnigicgntlyi

\

14 - ’ ‘e
morg denial responses to not be true and mot want than to the other three

predicates (_(lh) = 4. 07, _Efk COS) This does not take account Of tne.

ceperal low level of denial rate anong the Group II children. ,We shall
! L/ 2, . ‘- . f.
. turn to thfs/topic next. & * -

.
v

% \ o . .
Order of Presentation. A possible explanatibn for the general phenomenon

@~ of depreSsed. denial responses among Group II fhildren cones from a compari-

- son of/ those Group II chlldren who received the factive predicates first vs, .

) : A
x . " L4
' = .
Y .\ . Coa
. . . e oy
- , . .

.
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s 4 . § . ’ :
_those who received the non-factives first. As mentioned earlier, the gener-

ExY - .

' N . . .
icance. However, there were some striking differences in the responses of
- ‘ . )

, "al effect-from the dfﬁferenE orders, of présentation did not approach signif-

- s >

_the children in Group II depending on the order ol presentation.

Fitst, only in'Grogp IT did the order of presentation seem to influence,

. .

. the l#kelihood of children being labeled as'overéffirmers. Groups I and

. » ® .

"*?E% children were jgsﬁ as likely to be overaffirmers with either order of

1

T

. ¢ 4

. A .
+~ pregjentation. In Group II, however, fgpr of the five overaffirmers received

< < - : .

\

the factive sentences first. Secondly, even among the children not labeled

a

overaffirmers those children who received the .factive sentences first gave _
N Tty

‘many fewer' denials than the children with-the other order of presentation.

-
L]

sThis is most clearly seep when one examines the responses to the negative

-

- . . ) 3 * ‘ .
non—factlve sentences: the children who heard the factive sentences flpst

gave about half as thany denials as the children whe heard the nontfactive

. ) , . .-
. .

‘sentences fifst, 30 vs. Sé. B N - . ;%

K o &

. This difference in rate of denials to non-factives for the Group II .

.
»

' . » . . . - - -
children, dependent on order of.presentation, needs to be considered in the
D - .r'

o
context of the zeneral phenomenon of growing differentiation between factive ¥
‘ "

‘ > ~ N\ .
and-non-factive predicates over the three age groups. It would seem that
4 C t . ) ‘ . .
the childgbn in Group II, in contrast to those in Group I, were sufficiently
) 7 ¢ .
' ‘ © '

sensitive to the presuppositional characteristics of factive predicates so

D3that initial exposure to 20 sentences with factive predicates, even without
U\‘ R - %
corrective feedback, influenced their comprehension of negative non-factive
N [ .
. . -
sentences. The children in Group, III, as we saw in -their fine discrimina-

-~

tion between the negative sentences with true-possible vs. think-want-desire,

L2y .‘~ e ’ h ‘: . . -~ . ~ . .. .
~ were 3911¢%¥ aware of the -effee¢ts of negation of non-factive predicates on

¢ A
-
1

their complemeﬁts: ,OrHer of preseneagion, however, .did influence Group IIL's

, , oo
rdte of denial for factive sentences: 17 of the 18 denials for complefients -

, 4 "

.o 9
L

20 N

e




o A .e - . e .
“ . of negative factive sentences were from children who received the'nfn-fac~ ,

R , e .

tive sentences,first:'as-were all. 16 of -their denialh_forkaffirmative .- :

, . . . 6 ., 5 <+ . *

~ N - .
. factive ‘senténses. Coe s ’ ’ chw e \ﬁ, . -
' {

2 - - . ~
DY B

: e ) To summarize, orderiof\presentation ﬁroﬁably-did not produce a.signiﬁ:
e { . i N LT " ’ "‘ . s
’ . 1cant general effect as it 1nf1uenced each age nroup differently The

\
- * N

*o ‘ children in Group I _were not 4s systematically affected by the two differ‘

-~ “ ent.orders as the two older groups; Perbaps thlS was due tﬂatyeitiye:xw - -,ha_,w.qamuei
. v

» R TR \W‘V‘

.
* . st . - . <

4
" primitive understanding 0f the phenomena. The.Group II ehildren seémed to

overgeneralize the characteristics of factive predicates when they héard .
. . these sentences first, giving fewer denial respon%es to all {pur‘types of . -
< _ s . - . . i . . -, :" . , . \

sentences and espegially to the negative non-factives, where such denial was :

.t . .

Ve &

\ . e - N " . .' - . ,
appropriate if ‘not always mandatpryQ* It was as though the developing compre-
K ' ‘ A - . - .
. L1
. E hension of factivity: exhibited by Group IL children depressed.their former
understanding of, negation in non-factive sentences . The children in Group .

N " .. s .
- II1 ohow a much st\\dier understandino of negation in non-factive sentences . -
~ ‘ ’ -~
* but only dcmon§trat d (nearly) flawless understanding of the factive sentences .
¢

when they hadn't first Heard non—factive—sentences: . ' -, .

. - General Discussion 7 - <

-

- ‘.I * : ) - b
. .’ . The overall results indicate a slow progression inaunderstanding

Y Sy

‘ factivity and negatiofi, with reasonably good conpetenqe in the earlyﬁniddle

* 7 childhood years of the chilgren in Group III. The results dL ‘not suppbrt

a}s‘sudden or clear acquisitional step inth acquisition of factive pred- |
. . . : , 1
* . . 1

» . .lcates, a  findipg which i{s not surprisin" considerino thernature of the
|

-

q .
phenomenon. Factiv1ty is not a ,semantic distinCtion that is marked in any °

i . . . e . .

uniform day by the phonological or syntectic‘form'of predicates\o; the

1

1
syntax of the surroundino sentence. ip this . réspect iu mdy be contrasted . "kj

.:';" 'with a meaning such as thaE of past tefise in-E nnlisg’ which aside‘from
v <« 1 . N
» irregular verbs is marked by a small set of phonologically conditioned Lt ¢
v ) A ) \ - ) . C ‘

:’ " i.l . . ’ | . . ) .‘. » 21 ' ) + l‘" ;. . ‘ Al ' b - . :‘
CFRIC '+ - A ' e

e * S : , o
ﬁf"‘*w . \ . R e ' . . . . .
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—_ ' ' . -4 . . L ) AR
NI - ‘allomorphs,’ In-the acquisition of factive and non-ﬁactive-predicates
. . v ¥ . v »"
. _ the child must learn for ach preg% cafe the core meanégg,of the predicateg
. ‘ | 4 !
< ", whether’ or not the predicate takes!co gnts at, allif%nd finally, whethgr
- i, o . [N >
o ST ~or not “the truth of ‘the qonplement is preSupposed (J s oal .
‘ Co- ¥, ‘& o
R - It -is Eﬁite dodbtful that cnildren eVer encode géctivfty as a unit y
3 A' . 2 H ‘r ESEN :::'._:{ 3 ‘-"*Q N A
. ‘“"§§ogess or rule“in the: same manners;hey mé?“fbrmdiate hrag:r:atical mark s.
L R /.
w@;%w_"«a—c.Ihe_wacqu1S1tion of factxvxty" becomes -a study o 3 2 of d ffer-

rv.,t -.,‘-ul - _4 [ »».,,

~

- ent. predicates. What might be e&pected to gl elop is a quicker 1learning .”

‘

s J. - ’3 " e ¢ ‘
of the factive and non-factive cﬁaracteristics of new predicates the/ work
‘b . e 1 O
> + ufidertakeh here, however, offers no infofmation‘ab0ug°thﬁs more subtle -
. AN . “ . ‘ " QO * 4 - N
[N . \.‘ . * . - q‘ . i Q_.
uestion. « N - .
~ '(L LY .'h‘ ¥‘

- - A} N e, e = -
O

In spite of the complication of hav1ng to ;@

3fferent analyses, there’

3

L 4

are some maJor findings regarding the two tende‘c&gs:gi Overexggnded

- ‘ L4 » .
Neoation and Onfrextended Affirmation., The first of these deals exclqgéy ly
~ . - K T e -3 . ilindd |
with the factlve\pr%dlcates whﬂre neoabion of the,predicatenshould noE“
’a& o . v

inﬁlUEnce the interpretation of the complemen sﬁhtence. " Ve ~f und'that .
g p or, p 9

our two younger. groups, essentia
' .
\

identifying characteristic of factiveabredicates

p(reschoolers,° often dlsreg ded. this

thus conformi ng 5 the -

kS

1

- e

tendency. The oldest group of children, ‘on the other,hand,dshowéd hgrdly

‘ . ’ o .«
any support for this characterization. He conclud rom these‘results that

4

the Overextended Negation Tendency accurately characterizes thf comp%tence v
X.

N of many preschoolers who do not fully understand-thit the interpretation of

.
[ et

a complement sentqug }s not affected by neaation of superorpinate factive

-~ *

then, this distinction is fairly well

¢

known ‘although it is still susceptible'to modification as seéh in the

o predicate. By middle childhood,

) ’ effects of order of presentation with "the Group 111 children 6"
- . . . Q » . . [}

Y

Overextended Affirmation, First, when we examired the‘a%eragéd responses

L o
. ,'\) . . ’ - 22,,_ '
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' An apparent problem develops when one considers “the second:prediction, .
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. to the non-factive sentences we found that even v1th théd youn"est group oQ _ j

< chlldren ealal resp;nues weré rellably more fpequently civen to the negative
* ® .

sentences than to thelr affirmative counterparts. Tﬁis demonst/gted that , e

+ PR Y

..\. . . \
as a group the children ﬁere accurately 1nterpret1n~ the ne"atlve partlcle . o
“ S . o "I RND e i e - “:.P" = o
) " -, in the neoatlne nqg-factrﬁe sentences as often having some 1nfiﬁence on the*»» .
[ 5 e v AT TN - - e T ,' Y ’ -

- 1nterpre£at19n—pf the complement-sentence. % the other hand, we.noted that

. v P . Y
.

thererwas.a large pr0portion of children, 287 to be spec¢ific, who rarely
" .~ . if ever gave any d_e_g;'tade_resipvpps'es. “These children, 1a%ed overaffirmers, . _. .
_constituted 457% of the,§oquegg grbuﬁ ahk!decreaSed'to 25% in Group II

y and 15% in Group III.. Tn'this way we found support for the OVbrextehaed

ey
Affirdiation Tendency by é@pmining individual responses.
A » -

. ‘ \ ) ,‘ B N - - B
’ . Oug discussion would,&ot be complete” wi ~@ conparison with results « .‘ .

- *

- T R - \ %
- h h - . -~
[ _ obtained by Harris (1975), who studiéd factives, non-factives, and counter-
-~ - - - - factuals. In the proﬁé%%iéﬁkrelevant to our study, Harris preoented his
- " = o
participants, rangxng from nursery schoolers to adults, sentences incorpor-

* —

ating the fagtibes know and be happy and the non-factives sai and vhisper. - .

- .

» Each predicate appeared in_the affirmative and negative. The participaﬁés
s . . < : . :

faoe.  Awr B e W e e -~ - . - R . /\‘:\ .
vere read & sentence, for example UDavxd didn't say he was in trouble," and 5
~ ~ .

f
then,were asked a question abeut the truth of the complement “Was Davxd

in troub1e7“ They weré 1ﬁ§prmed that ansyers should be either "yes E

> -

p E) 13

no, or- Can t tellz w o, ";,:y - \% ! . -

-

Ve . ' .
As in our study, Harris noted that the greatest period of development .-
~ _ v -

‘ occurred betwéen the ajes of 4 and 7. Unfortunately, these data are rodt :

n
"«.— JE—
.

glved accortlnN\to the "age groups of the partlcipants so EWat” Specxf = -
“ B . ‘Y ! :

comparisonolw1th our age groups cannot be made. Also, results are not

L4
‘\ i L2 -V *
- reported separately for the factiye predicates, know and be'hagpy, so it S

. . N . -
- cannot be ascertained whether or not the same comprehension differences
$ . "

. L 2

betueen them were obtained. . . . | . ) \/
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H

“# Harris' results fron testing the non-factives say and vhisper present
) “ . N

cextain disparities from gur findings, .Only amoné\his adult participants
. . : -
. . . T .
T were there more "can't tell" reSponses than wyes' reoponses to quéstions
5. . > .

. such ‘as. ”Uas David.ln trouble?". aftér‘hearlnﬂ the, sentencer"DaV1d d1dn ¢ -

. ?
P 3, PR oo s - ) v \ D B

say he was 1n,troub1e. The remainder of the part1c1pants nursery schoolers
v I3 - b :
- to sixth r'rader..‘, treated the non-factlveu~as factlve JL‘Elvenpphﬁ sharp

et - (SN
- dlscrinlnatlon the Group III childrea of tbe ,present study shoved between

* " 4 1 . S -, =
‘ndgative and’ afulrmatlve non~fact£ves and a%“% between the ne"ative versions

’ i 3o
3
of p0551b1e and true vs', thlnk, vant and des1re, chlldren ] Eomnanq of tne
. ] . . L)

A . semantics of’ negatlon‘i§ probably gr:ater in middle childhood than implied

.

by Harris' rcsniﬁs% ' ‘ g - . . S
AV : - ¢ " .
. Also, ou1 ana}yseu mabe qu1te c1ear that the upeiiggc choice. of pred-

L 4
icate can dranatxcally affect one's estimation of a ch11d s understandlng .

a
- ~,

~. of these predicates. If ve were to Iocok only at the neutral factive pr.d- .

- S~

. . . - R ~ v
icatea know‘ﬁnd surprising we would coge to thc conclusion that by late’ ;
- ¢ ’ ) , '
preschool ane (1 e. Group 11) the children uhowed pervadlve understanding

R <

. of factivity. Pragmatic factoms seeh‘to influgnce the childreft when they

. " ) : :
aré presented ¥ith the affective, predicat®s, and this is quite likely to
. . h .

- occur both in the acquisition pgocess and int he experimental studies.

-
—

s L4 > .
- " Finally, we should w®te that. if anything, the results of our s tudy ,

> .

probably lead td dn dnderestimation of.sPildren's;do. rehension of Yactive

- [ ~
o [}

predicates. 1In general a;ﬁﬁmpetence should be characterized vis-a-vis
. ° s vk “ : . . c

.

-

» A=
< o ! ) y ¢ .-1 .‘ . .
various contextual factors: 1n‘an'exper1menta1 51tuat10n devoid of supporting
- l. . V v
—_— cony/;t one can expact-to ass esqthply fa1r1y well- developed corpetence or+
s e -r"wv . - ( -

‘the lack of it. . To be more upecufic, a partlcular art1£1C1ality of teotino
v Ve
] factives in our g per1menta1 contekt needs to be pointed out exp11c1t1y .

Factives age generally used to comnent on someone's reaction or avarené?s

» , . R
* LR -

l/ . of a state of affalrs the. SpeaLer understands’ to be known and accepted as
{‘ ' = i “

‘l~.‘\' . o ' 24 S
o ~ - . -

K] . - v oA
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true to the li‘?tener. Thc «ontent of she complement refe'rs to 'this presup-
P> . .
K .

‘\/) posed old info:;mat:.on and sets the context for the nev informat:.on,

~ *

°

conveyed by the main sentence with ttxe factive predicate in. it. 1In our

2’;& WS : - e*:gerimental 1tltation, id contfdst, the ch11d listened to a sentence and .
* S ) ; % « » ‘) v*‘ - \‘ . . N -
\ g . had to 1n£er the presupposed truth of the conplement from the use bf a rr raRw e
. Al .
AN \ * ¥ - [}
'  factive. Uhat is ‘normally presupposed and already knovn must in this case
5 e , . -
. be legically’ deri\!ed. hus it follovs that competence in the expe*:.nental T E
e . r“’ 4 . o~ e
" - " \ T . i A N .
o s:.tuatlon constitutes a def:\gute extensmn of 1ts usage in more normal situa--', :"
. >, PN 5 , o
- tion.s.. that we taLe then as \a smple test fbr coripetence is really a .
- - [} R
» « s ? v
"~ very demanding test of that cotnpetence plUu other competencies. Other » ’,
1 PO d
. ' $ Radl
o 1spects ,of ouk .atudy, .,uch as the forced choice des*gn, could also have s
o T i 3 . 5
‘ in%reasecf the demands-made on the participants. Lo . _—
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Table 3
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Number of Children Giving More Denial Responses to Negative

or Wifirmative Version of Each Predicate
L .

3 T L i

Affirmative Negative Binomial’Sign Test

Version Version i

Non-Factive Predicates
~N

think ,

<
Factive Predicates
- .

surprising

Note. N.= 43 60 - 17 overaffirmers),

% p Z,001.
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